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IN THE 
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
AT RICHMOND. 
Record No. 3163 
ERNEST COLLINS, Plaintiff in Error, 
versus 
CITY OF NORFOLK, Defendant in Error. 
PETITION FOR A WRIT OF ERROR. 
To the Honorable Justices of the Supreme Court of Appeals 
of Virginia: 
Your petitioner, Ernest Collins, respectfully represents 
that he is aggrieved by the final judgment of conviction of 
the Corporation Court of the City of Norfolk, Virginia, in a 
certain proceeding at law lately therein pending in which 
your petitioner was defendant and the City of Norfolk, a 
municipal corporation of the State of Virginia, was plain-
tiff; wherein such proceedings were had that on the 4th day 
of May, 1946, a final judgment was entered on a jury's ver-
dict adjudg·ing your petitioner guilty of violating an or-
dinance of the said City of Norfolk known as Section 818 
of the City Code entitled "Disorderly Conduct", and impos-
ing a fine of Twenty-five Dollars ($25.00) and the costs of 
his prosecution. 
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Coincident with the issuance of the City Warrant which 
is the subject of this petition, a Commonwealth warrant was 
issued against your petitioner charging that he did '' threaten 
bodily harm" to one J. A. Blue and requiring that he give 
bond to keep the peace. These two warrants were by consent 
of the Commonwealth, the City and the defendant, tried 
jointly at all stages of said proceedings and hence the 
2* record of the trials of the two cases are interlocked, *and 
a complete transcript thereof duly certified, has been 
filed this day with the petition for appeal in the case of Col-
lins v. Corn,nion,wealth, to which reference is herein made 
where necessary. However, a further certified transcript of 
the record made prior to the sig·ning and certification of the 
Certificate of Exceptions and relating· only to the '' City war-
rant", which warrant is the sole subject matter of this pe-
tition, is filed herewith and asked to be taken and read as a 
part hereof. This latter record is alone sufficient to support 
petitioner's. first assignment of error, however, the remain-
ing assignments of error require reference to the complete 
tanscript of the joint trials, which transcript was heretofore 
filed simultaneously with the petition for appeal in said case 
of Collins v. C omrnomvealth. 
Where said complete record is referred to herein same 
has been designated (R. -) and where the latter mentioned 
transcript is quoted, same has been designated (r. -). 
THE FACTS. 
On October 6th, 1945, Ernest Collins, the petitioner herein, 
and others as employees of McDowell & Wood Construction 
Company, were on strike and were picketing the "Norfolk 
& Western Railroad job" in the City of Norfolk. On the 
day in question J. A. Blue, a superintendent for the Con-
struction Company, was escorting three strike-breakers, in-
cluding a man named McCoy, in automobiles along a public 
street in the City of Norfolk, known as Armistead Bridge 
Road. The pickets, Collins and others, came up to the au-
tomobile in which McCoy was riding after it had stopped 
and, according to their testimony, argued with said strike-
breakers in a lawful manner for the purpose of dissuading 
them from goi~g on the job. Said Blue and one Parks were 
riding in a pick-up truck piloting the McCoy automobile to 
the Norfolk & Western Railroad's property and according to 
their testimony, the roadway was blocked by an automobile 
driven by a man named Johnson and after they stopped, 
3* they saw Collins, who was afoot, reach into the o11rMcCoy 
automobile and attempt to pull him, McCoy, out of the 
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car (R., pp. 14-15, 32 and 37). There is no testimony with 
respect to anything Collins is supposed to have said to or 
about McCoy or the other occupants of said automobile. 
There is, in view of the joint trial, additional testimony with 
respect . to certain alleg·ed threats made by Collins to said 
J. A. Blue but admittedly this testimony was introduced in 
support of the "peace warrant" charge which is the subject 
matter of the above mentioned petition of Collins v. Com-
morvwe<itth. 
Thereafter, during the course of the trial, said witnesses 
for the defendant were cross examined at length with respect 
to their actions in following the McCoy car away from the 
scene of the above occurrence. Defendant's counsel made 
timely objection to this highly prejudicial evidence but the 
Court, over such objection, admitted this irrelevant testi-
mony. The objectionable testimony will be found at length 
as follows: R., pp. 5·6 through 61, 67 through 70, 76 and 77. 
It will be noted from the fore going testimony that the Court 
reversed its own ruling on several occasions and, in short, 
permitted the questioning of the witnesses regarding the fol-
lowing of the McCoy car by persons other than the def end-
ant, but excluded evidence that would tend to explain this 
action as, for example, the exclusion of the testimonY. of Paul 
Askew (R., p. 93, et seq.). 
The record is silent with respect to anything said by Col-
lins to McCoy nor did McCoy at any time come forward to 
testify that he was placed in fear or for that matter, even 
annoyed by the alleged action of Collins. 
ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR. 
1. The ordinance in question is not valid. 
2. The Court erred in the admission and exclusion of cer-
tain testimony. 
4 • •a. The Court erred in granting the instruction '' City 
#l". 
4. The Court erred in refusing to strike the evidence of 
the . City of Norfolk and/or setting aside the verdict and en-
tering judgment for the defendant. 
ARGUMENT. 
The assignments of error will be dealt with in the order set 
forth above. 
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First. 
The ordinance upon which the City warrant was based 
reads as follows (r., p. 5; R., p. 7): 
"Sec. 818. Disorderly Condnot. Any person who shall within 
the limits of the city, be guilty of disorderly conduct, other 
than that set forth in other sections of this chapter, shall 
upon conviction thereof, be fined not less than one dollar nor 
more than fifty dollars.'' 
The effect of this ordinance is to attempt to make '' disor-
derly conduct'' which was not an offense at common law, an 
offense without defining th~ prohibited act so as to supply 
the standard by which the guilt of the accused person is to 
be determined. 
That "disorderly conduct~' was not an offense at common 
law is too well settled to be argued here; see Lewis v. Com-
monwealth, 184 Va. 69, 34 S. E. (2d) 389, which quotes briefly 
'from Encyclopedia Criminal Law, Vol. 3, Par. 1319, as fol-
lows: 
"Disorderlv conduct-As a crime. Disorderlv conduct is 
not, eo no1nine, an offense at common' law, and hence is not 
punishable as a separate and distinct crime unless made so 
by statute or ordinance, * • * . '' 
It is interesting- to note from this quotation that the sup- _ 
posed offense is not eo nominc, i. e., "by that name", an of-
fense and hence should properly be defined in the statute 
or ordinance making it such. 
In sustaining the validity of a resolution of the Board of 
Supervisors of Rockbridge County, Virginia, this .Court, 
5* in Standard Oil Co. v. Conimomvcalth, 8 131 Va. 830, laid 
down the '' true test'' of validity in such cases in the 
following language : 
'' The true test, as we understand it, may be thus expressed. 
The statute, to be valid, ,must, by its language, fairly con-
strued and with reference to common law definitions (if the 
act denounced as a crime was punishable at common law), 
supply the standard by which the guilt of the accused person 
is to be determined. If the statute does not thus supply such 
standard, it is invalid for vagueness and uncertainty; but if 
it does, it is valid.'' 
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It should also be noted that the Norfolk City Charter re-
quires a defining of offenses made so by ordinances. We re-
f er to Section 2 of said Charter, sub-paragraph 16, wherein 
the general power of the City fo make ordinances states: 
'' • • * generally to define, prohibit, abate, suppress and 
prevent all things detrimental to the health, ~orals, comfort, 
safety, convenience and welfare of the inhabitants of the· 
· city.'' (Italics supplied.) 
Petitioner's argument on this assignment of error is ably 
set forth in People v. Keever of State Reformatory for 
Women, 77 N. Y. S. 145, wherein at pages 147-148, the Court 
said: 
'' The mere phrase 'disorderly conduct' standing alone 
does not state any fixed or definite criminal act, which is ab-
solutely required in the definition of a criminal offense, in 
order that people may know it is a criminal offense and avoid 
the commission of it. It may be construed to mean anything 
a policeman or magistrate chooses. As I have said before 
in Re Newkirk (Sup.), 75 N. Y. Supp. 777, viz.: 
" 'It is a loose charge which standing alone, i. e., without 
a statement of the acts alleged to constitute it, may mean 
anything a policeman or magistrate may wish, and has been 
very generally resorted to in the city of New York (where 
most abuses against individual rights originate), against per-
sons who are g·uilty of no criminal offense, but whom some. 
policeman or other person wishes to annoy and oppress by 
arrest and imprisonment. It is unfortunate that such a loose· 
phrase has any statutory sanction. It is dangerous, in that 
it affords room for false arrests and oppression, especially 
of those whose rig·hts and liberties ought to be jealously 
guarded, namely, the weak, unin:fluential and friendless, whose 
. protection should be the chief aim of government.' 
6,.. ~"Our government is a government of laws, and not 
of men. That is the distinction between a free govern-
ment and a despotism. There are no criminal offenses with 
us except such as are defined by law, and the legislature can-
not delegate to the judiciary the creation of criminal of-
fenses.'' 
Said case has since been cited with approval in People v. 
Barkal, 36 N. Y. S. (2d) 1011. 
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Second. 
It is urged that the Court erred in the admission and ex-
clusion of certain testimony which has been referred to at 
length hereinabove. We respectfully submit that the cross 
examination of Messrs. Johnson, Sharp and Brown created 
an atmosphere of ill will as it tended to show that the strike-
breakers had been pursued away from the scene of the alleged 
altercation between McCoy and Collins and while the testi-
mony fails in any way to connect this petitioner with said 
acts, such testimony, nevertheless, tended to magnify, in the 
minds of the jurors, Collins' alleg:ed disorderly conduct. 
Once this error had been committed, defendant's counsel, 
without waiving objection, attempted to introduce further 
testimony from the witness, Sharp, and from the witness, 
Paul Askew, evidence that would have mitigated the preju-
dicial effect of the improper evidence complained of, how-
ever, such testimony, while of the same nature as the ad-
mitted testimony was, nevertheless, excluded. 
In dealing with this objectionable testimony, the Court un-
fortunately reversed itself on several occasions and to the 
prejudice of this petitioner. "\Ve ref er especially to the fol-
lowing incidents of the trial (R., p. 57) : 
"Mr. Breeden: I will address my remarks to the Court. I 
don't know where this line of cross examination is going to 
lead to. 
'' The Court: I think we have gotten far enough away from 
the issues. 
7* e, 'By Mr. Bullock : 
"Q. Didn't you follow the North Carolina boys all the 
way to the Na val Base T 
''Mr. Breeden: I object to that. 
'' The Court: I overrule the objection.'' 
And, R., p. 58 : 
"]\fr. Breeden: I want to make this observation. I am 
representing Mr. Collins here today. This is something that 
took place some distance away from where this incident is 
alleged to have taken place and between the witness on the 
stand and a man named Brown. I submit it is irrelevant 
and immaterial, and I move that it be stricken out. 
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"The ~urt: I won't strike out what has gone on so far, 
but I think it has gone far enough. 
"By Mr. Bullock: 
"Q. Did you intend to see that they didn't get down on 
the job? 
''Mr. Breeden: Same objection. 
'' The Court: I overrule it.'' 
R., p. 59: 
'' Mr. Breeden: Now I understand this line of examination 
is·proper, and I want to question the witness further without 
waiving my exception to the evidence. 
"RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
"Bv Mr. Breeden: 
''Q. Mr. Sharp, since that time have you been to Mr. Mo-
Coy's homeY 
'' A. Yes, sir. 
"Mr. Bullock: I object to that. That is not proper at this 
time. It is immaterial, whether he has, or not. 
'' Mr. Breeden: The tendency of this examination has been 
to ·unply that this witness followed this man and had some 
talk with him, and was to imply that there was some sinister 
or improper motives in it .. I want to show by this witness 
that he has been to Mr. McCoy's home, and what the con-
versation was. 
8° "'' Mr. Bullock: I ask the Court to stop counsel from 
making· remarks in the presence of the jury. 
"The Court: You have wandered away from the scene of 
the occurrence and I don't know how far you are going. If 
one side wanders away, the other side can, too, I reckon. Go 
ahead.'' 
However~ it will be noted that the Court immediately there-
after ruled) (R., p. 60) : 
I 
' ' .Q. You have been questioned by counsel as to the pur-
pose of your visiting his place. Tell us what occurred there. 
"Mr. Bullock: I object to that. That is in another State. 
"The Court: I am going to stop at the State Line. 
"Mr. Breeden: Your Honor, I don't want to engage in any 
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improper examination of this or any other witness, but it 
was the one that would be aggrieved, if anyone was, is not 
in Court today. 
'' The Court : We are not concerned with that part of it. 
'' Mr. Breeden: I have evidence, including documentary 
evidence, to prove that he wasn't aggrieved. 
"The Court: I overrule the objection. 
''Mr. Breeden : Note an exception. That is all. Thank 
you, Mr. Sharp.'' 
And, when the same improper cross examination of the 
witness Bro~n- occurred, the following incident took place 
(R., p. 77): 
''Mr. Breeden: I am perfectly willing to limit it to what 
happened out there, but he is going all through town now. 
"The Court: I sustain any objection anybody makes. Do 
you make an objection Y 
"Mr. Breeden: Yes, sir. 
'' The Court: Sustained.'' 
~Third. 
That the Court erred in granting the instruction '' City 
#1" is based on the same line of reasoning as set forth in 
support of the invalidity of the ordinance in that the Court 
in said instruction attempts to define the offense of '' Dis-
orderly Conduct", thereby invading the legislative preroga-
tive by attempting to set up the standard by which the de-
fendant's conduct was to be governed which had not there-
tofore been legally defined by the ordinance iu question and 
for the further reasons as set forth in the exceptions noted 
at the time of the granting of said instruction (R., p. 98). 
Fourth. 
Petitioner urges as his fourth assignment of error that 
the Court should · have struck the evidence of the Citv of 
Norfolk or thereafter should have set aside ··the verdict· and 
entered judgment for the defendant because his conviction 
was illegal for the reasons assigned upon the trial of said 
case as set forth in the transcript of the record and as here-
inabove argued. 
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CONCLUSION .. 
9 
For the foregoing reasons and errors assigned, petitioner 
prays that a writ of error and supersedeas be granted from 
said judgment and that said judgment be reversed and a 
final judgment be entered in favor of your petitioner. 
Petitioner certifies that a copy of this petition was on the 
11th day of July, 1946, delivered in person to Donald W. 
Shriver, Esq., Assistant City Attorney for the plaintiff, City 
of Norfolk, who appears as counsel of record for said City 
in this proceeding. 
This petition was filed with the Honorable J. W. Eggles-
ton, one of the Justices of the Supreme Court of Appeals of 
Virginia, in his office at Norfolk, Virginia. 
10* *Counsel for the appellant desires to state orally the 
reasons for the reversal of these proceedings. 
In the event a writ of error is awarded by this Court, 
petitioner adopts this petition as his opening brief. 
Respectfully submitted, 
ERNEST COLLINS, 
By BREEDEN & HOFFMAN, 
EDW. L. BREEDEN, JR., 
Of Counsel. 
His Attorneys. 
I, Walter E. Hoffman, an Attorney practicing before the 
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia, with his offices in 
the National Bank of Commerce Building, Norfolk, Virginia, 
do hereby certify that, in my opinion, the judgment in the 
case complained of in the foregoing· petition for a writ of 
·error is erroneous and it is proper the same should be re-
viewed by said Court. 
WALTER E. HOFFMAN, 
An Attorney practicing in the Supreme 
Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
Received July 15, 1946. 
J. W. E. 
----
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Writ of error and supersedeas awarded. Bond $200. 
JOHNW.EGGLESTON. 
July 26, 1946. 
Received July 29, 1946. 
M. B. W. 
RECORD 
VIRGINIA: 
Pleas before the Corporation Court of the City of Nor-
folk, on the 4th day of May, 1946. 
Be It Remembered, That heretofore, to-wit: On the 6th 
day of October, 1945, J. A. Blue, who swore out a warrant 
against Ernest Collins, in the following words and figures., to-
wit: 
WARRANT FOR VIOLATION OF CITY ORDINANCE .. 
Commonwealth of Virginia: 
City of Norfolk, to-wit: 
To any of the Police Officers of the City of N o·rf olk: 
WHEREAS, ,T. A. Blue, No. Colley Ave. & 37th, herein-
after called complainant, of the City of Noi;-folk, has this day 
made complaint and information on oath, before me, Lee 
Parks, a Justice of the Peace, of said City, that on the 6th day 
of October., 1945, in said city Ernest Collins hereinafter called 
accused,. did unlawfully violate the ordinances of the City of 
Norfolk, in that he did Disorderly conduct and whereas I see 
good reason to believe that an offense has been committed: 
These are, therefore, in the name of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia, to command you forthwith to apprehend· and take 
before the Police ,Justice of said City, in the Police Court 
thereof, the body of the said accused to answer said com-
plaint, and to be further dealt with according to law; 
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And moreover, upon the arrest of the said accused, 
page 2 ~ by virtue of this warrant., I command you in the 
name of the Commonwealth of Virginia, to sum-
mons to appear at the same time and place to testify as wit-
nesses on behalf of the Commonwealth touching the matter 
of said complaint, the above named complainant and the fol-
· lowing persons: tl. A. Blue-Colley Ave & 37 st 
place Cor. N. & W. R. R. & Bowden 's Ferry Rd. at 9 :40 A. M. 
and have there and then this warrant with your return there-
o~ . 
Given under my hand and seal this 6th day of October, 1945. 
LEE PARKS 
Justice of the Peace (Seal) 
Upon hearing the evidence on the foregoing· charge, the 
above mentioned accused is found guilty as charged in said 
warrant, and I do therefore adjudge that he be confined in the 
jail of the City of Norfolk for the term of . . . . . . and do pay 
a fine of $25.00 and $2.00 costs incident to said prosecution 
and conviction as provided by law. 
On motion of said defendant an appeal is granted to the 
next term of the Corporation Court of the City of Norfolk 
No. 1, to-wit, the first Monday in Nov. 1945; and the witnesses 
above named were severally duly recognized each in the sum 
of One Hundred (100.00) Dollars, payable to the Common-
wealth of Virginia, for tl1eir appearance before said Court to 
give evidence on said charge, and not to depart hence without 
leave of said court. 
Given under my hand and seal this 9 day of Oct., 1945. 
SAVORY E. AMATO 
Acting Police Justice. 
page 3 ~ And Heretofore: In said Court on the 8th day 
of November, 1945. 
This day came the defendant, and came as well the Attor-
ney for the defendant and the Attorney for the Common-
wealth and the Attorney for the City of Norfolk, they having 
agreed to the joint trial of the said two warrants, and there-
upon the defendant plead not guilty to the said two warrants, 
thereupon came seven lawful men, from which panel the Com-
monwealth and the City of Norfolk stmck one, and the de-
fendant struck one; leaving the following jury, to-wit: D. G. 
Baker, C. C. Baker, G. W. Corbin, Robert B. Drew and 
Luther T. Dunning, who were sworn to well and truly try the 
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i'ssues joined, and having heard the evidence and argument 
of counsel, returned a verdict in the case of Commonwealth v. 
Ernest Collins in the following wordR, '''Ve find defendant 
guilty and set Peace Bond at 100.00 to expire Oct. 5th, 1946.'' 
and in the case of City of Norfolk v. Ernest Collins., returned 
a verdict in the following words, ''We find defendant guilty 
and set :fine at $25.00.'' And thereupon the defendant! by 
counsel, moved the Court to set aside the verdicts of the jury 
and enter judgment for the defendant or grant him a new 
trial on the ground that the said verdicts are contrary to the 
law and the evidence, the hearing of which motion is con-
tinued until the 8th day of December, 1945, at 10 :00 A. M. 
And now: In said Court on the 4th day of l\Iay, 1946. 
This day came the defendant, ancl came as well the Attorney 
for the defendant the Attorney for the Common 
page 4 ~ wealth and the Attorney for the City of Norfolk, 
and the motion for a new trial heretofore made on 
the 8th day of November, 1'945, on the trial of the aforesaid 
two warrants which have been proceeded in jointly, by the 
consent of all parties~ now having been fully heard and de-
termined by the Court, is overruled. Whereupon it is con-
sidered by the Court that the said defendant be fined the 
sum of $25.00 and be required to pay the costs of his prosecu-
tion, on warrant of the City of Norfolk, charging disorderly 
conduct; and that he be required to furnish a good behavior 
bond in the sum of $100.00, to expire on October 5th, 1946, 
and be required to pay the costs of his prosecution, on war-
rant of the Commonwealth charging '' Threaten Bodily Harm 
to J. A. Blue", to which action of the Court in overruling said 
motion for new trial and entering the aforesaid judgments, 
the defendant, by counsel, duly excepted. And thereupon the 
defendant, by counsel, moved the Court in arrest of its judg-
ments on the aforesaid two warrants, on the g-rouncl that said 
judgments were contrary to law and without evidence to sup-
port them, which motion having been fully heard and maturely 
considered by the Court, is overruled. to which aCltion of the 
Court in overruling said motion, the· defendant, by counsel, 
duly excepted. And thereupon the defendant, by counsel, 
moved the Court for time in which to apply for a writ of 
error to the foregoing judgments, which motion having been 
fully heard and determined by the Court, is sustained. and 
the execution of the foregoing judgments is hereby postponed 
until the 3rd day of .T uly, 1946, or until the Supreme Court 
of Appeals of Virginia shall deny said writ of error if prior 
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thereto. And thereupon tha defendant, by counsel, 
page 5 f moved the Court to grant him bail, which the Court 
fixed at $150.00, and the said Ernest Collins with 
George A. Booth and Catherine H. Booth as sureties, entered 
into and acknowledged a bond in the penalty of One Hundred 
and Fifty Dollars, conditioned that the said Ernest Collins 
shall appear before this Court on the 3rd day of July, 1946, 
or when the Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia shall deny 
said writ of error, or at such other time or times to which the 
proceedings may be continued or further heard~ to answer 
for the offenses with which he stands charged, the said bond 
to remain in full force and effect until the said charges are 
finally disposed of, or until it be declared void by order of 
this Court. 
And Afterwards : On the 11th clay of lune, 1946, the fol-
lowing Stipulation was filed with the Clerk of this Court. 
''City of Norfolk 
v. 
Ernest Collins 
UPON A WARRANT FOR MISDEMEANOR. 
STIPULATION. 
It is stipulated and agreed between counsel for the City of 
Norfolk and counsel for the defendant, Erne.st Collins, that 
the City Ordinance of the City of Norfolk upon which the 
above warrant was tried, was introduced in evidence by agree-
ment, which said ordinance reads as follows : 
'' Sec. 818 Disorderly Conduct. ....t\.ny person who shall 
within the limits of the city, be guilty of disorderly conduct, 
other than that set forth in other sections of this chapter, shall 
upon conviction thereof, be fined not less than one 
page 6 ~ dollar nor more than fifty dollars.'' 
It is further stipulated that said ordinances is hereby made 
a part of the record in this case, and shall be included in any 
transcript of the record of this case upon appeal. 
DONALD W. SHRIVER 
Assistant Attorney for the City of Norfolk. 
EDW. L. BREEDEN, ,TR. 
Attorney for the Defendant. 
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page 7 ~ In the Clerk's Office of the Corporation Court of. 
the City of Norfolk. 
I, W. L. Prieur, Jr., Clerk of the aforesaid Court, do hereby 
certify that the foregoing· and annexed is a true transcript 
of the record in the suit of the City of Norfolk, plaintiff, v. 
Ernest Collins, defendant, lately pending in the afore said 
Court.· 
I further certify that the said transcript was not made up 
and completed until the Assistant City Attorney for the City 
of Norfolk had bad due notice of the making of the same and 
the intention of the said defendant to take an appeal therein. 
Given under my hand this 11th clay of June, 1946. 
'\V. L. PRIEUR, JR., Clerk. 
Fee for this record: $5.00. 
A Copy-Teste: 
:M. B. "\V ATTS., C. C. 
INDEX TO RECORD 
Page 
Petition for Writ of Error . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Record . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 
Warrant for Violat~on of City Ordinance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 
Judgment of Police Justice .......................... 11 
Verdict on Appeal and Motion to Set .Aside. . . . . . . . . . . . 12 
Judgment May 4, 1946,-Complained of .... .- . . . . . . . . . . 12 
Motion for Bail . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 
Stipulation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . 13 
Clerk's ·Certificate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 
